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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 
Applicant's arguments filed 9/14/04 have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

Applicant argues that the relationship between the operation state of an airbag and the 
failure of the operation control section of an airbag is different than comparing an airbag 
deployment time and a fault time. The examiner disagrees. Deployment is to put into use or 
action, while operation is the act or process of functioning. Further, applicant's hindsight 
reasoning support that the operation state is the deployment of the airbag no matter if it is 
partially or fully deployed, it is deployed. Moreover, the applicant is arguing subject matter that 
has not been claimed such as the RCMs fault times associated with the airbag igniter. Regarding 
operation time applicant's argument, Byon teaches storing the time in column 6, line 6 through 
column 7, line 2. therefore, this rejection is repeated and made final. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 4-6, 12, 14, 15, 23-25 and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Byon (5,847,472) in view of Okada (2002/0091474). 

As per claims 4, 12, 14, 24 and 25, Byon teaches: 
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- a memory device for storing a deployment time of a deployment event 
(column 7, lines 1-2); and 

- a controller electrically coupled to the memory device (figure 1), the 
controller determining when to deploy a restraint and storing the deployment 
time, the fault time indicative of a fault within a component selected from at 
least one of the RCM and the at least one impact sensor, (column 6, lines 64- 
67 and abstract); 

- fault time, start time, duration time and end time (column 6, lines 64-67). 
Byon does not teach a comparator coupled to the controller for comparing the 

deployment time with the fault a fault time and determining whether the fault time corresponds 
with the deployment time. However, Okada teaches tracking down the relationship between the 
operation state of the airbag and the failure of the operation control section of the airbag 
(paragraph [0006]). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
combine the aforementioned inventions in order to track down the cause of the collision with 
small memory capacity. 

As per claims 15, 23 and 26, Byon teaches sensing a collision (column 6, line 42); 
generating a collision signal in response to the collision (column 6); deploying a restraint in 
response to the collision (column 7); storing the deployment time (column 6, lines 64-67) and 
continuously indicating a fault in response to the deployment event (column7). Neither of the 
prior art teaches the memory device that is unearasable, unresettable and unoverwritable. 
However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to substitute a storage 
device for another storage device in order to make sure that the information will not be lost!? 
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As per claim 5, Byon does not teach indicating when a deployment time corresponds with 
a fault time. However, Okada teaches track down the relationship between the operation state of 
the airbag and the failure of the operation control section of the airbag (paragraph [0006]). 
Moreover, Okada teaches the data indication no matter the situation (paragraph [0007]). 

As per claim 6, neither Byon nor Okada teaches the indicator disclosed by the applicant. 
However, Okada teaches the data indication no matter the situation (paragraph [0007]). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to substitute any means 
for another means to perform the same function. 

3. Claims 7, 8, 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Byon 
(5,847,472) in view of Otsu (6,231,075). 

As per claims 7 and 8, Byon teaches: 

- a memory device for storing a deployment time of a deployment event 
(column 7, lines 1-2); and 

- a controller electrically coupled to the memory device (figure 1), the 
controller determining when to deploy a restraint and storing the deployment 
time (column 6, lines 64-67). 

Byon does not teach an indicator electrically coupled to the controller, the indicator 
continuously indicating that the RCM has been on a vehicle that has been involved in a collision, 
until such time when the RCM is serviced or replaced. However, Otsu teaches a controller 
continuous monitoring the waveform of the collision signal provided by the collision sensor after 
the first squib has been initiated (column 5, line 17-31). Further, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art that it will keep doing so until is replaced or get some kind of 



Application/Control Number: 09/683,605 Page 5 

Art Unit: 2144 

service. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the 
aforementioned inventions in order to provide an automotive airbag inflator for controlling an 
inflating speed of an airbag according to an intensity of an impact in dependency on collision 
modes of the vehicle against an obstacle. 

As per claim 13, Byon does not teach an indicator electrically coupled to the controller, 
the indicator continuously indicating that the RCM has been on a vehicle that has been involved 
in a collision, until such time when the RCM is serviced or replaced. However, Otsu teaches a 
controller continuous monitoring the waveform of the collision signal provided by the collision 
sensor after the first squib has been initiated. Further, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art that it will keep doing so until is replaced or get some kind of service. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the 
aforementioned inventions in order to provide an automotive airbag inflator for controlling an 
inflating speed of an airbag according to an intensity of an impact in dependency on collision 
modes of the vehicle against an obstacle. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 9 and 22 are allowed. 

The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject matter: no prior 
art teaches storing the restraint power draw value during the deployment event. 
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Conclusion 

4. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE -MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Olga Hernandez whose telephone number is (703) 305-0918. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday from 8:30 am to 5:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, William A. Cuchlinski can be reached on (703) 308-3873. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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